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Applicant(s) 



09/607,676 



EDWARDS ET AL. 



Interview Summary 



Examiner 



Art Unit 



CESAR B. PAULA 



2178 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



m CESAR B. PAULA , 



(3). 



(2) ERIC N. HOOVER . 



(4). 



Date of Interview: 18 May 2006 . 

Type: a)^ Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)S No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 25. 

Identification of prior art discussed: DANKNICK . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)Q was reached, g)^ was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: DISCUSSED DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE AMENDED CLAIM. AND 
DANKNICK WITH REGARDS TO THE ACTIVE PROPERTY INCORPORATION OF EXECUTABLE CODE . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 




Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



CESAR RAULA 
PRIMARY FXAMIMFR 

Examiner's signature, if required 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-413(Rev. 04-03) 



Interview Summary 



Paper No. 20060518 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 



Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record 

A complete written statement as to the substance of any face-to-face, video conference, or telephone interview with regard to an application must be made of record in the 
application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the interview. 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

Paragraph (b) 

In every instance where reconsideration is requested in view of an interview with an examiner, a complete written statement of the reasons presented at the interview as 
warranting favorable action must be filed by the applicant. An interview does not remove the necessity for reply to Office action as specified in §§ 1.1 1 1 , 1 .1 35. (35 U.S.C. 1 32) 

37 CFR §1.2 Business to be transacted in writing. 
All business with the Patent or Trademark Office should be transacted in writing. The personal attendance of applicants or their attorneys or agents at the Patent and 
Trademark Office is unnecessary. The action of the Patent and Trademark Office will be based exclusively on the written record in the Office. No attention will be paid to 
any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt. 



The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record is itself 
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of interviews. 

It is the responsibility of the applicant or the attorney or agent to make the substance of an interview of record in the application file, unless 
the examiner indicates he or she will do so. It is the examiner's responsibility to see that such a record is made and to correct material inaccuracies 
which bear directly on the question of patentability. 

Examiners must complete an Interview Summary Form for each interview held where a matter of substance has been discussed during the 
interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the blanks. Discussions regarding only procedural matters, directed solely to restriction 
requirements for which interview recordation is otherwise provided for in Section 812.01 of the Manual of Patent Examining Procedure, or pointing 
out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office actions or the like, are excluded from the interview recordation procedures below. Where the 
substance of an interview is completely recorded in an Examiners Amendment, no separate Interview Summary Record is required. 

The Interview Summary Form shall be given an appropriate Paper No., placed in the right hand portion of the file, and listed on the 
"Contents" section of the file wrapper. In a personal interview, a duplicate of the Form is given to the applicant (or attorney or agent) at the 
conclusion of the interview. In the case of a telephone or video-conference interview, the copy is mailed to the applicant's correspondence address 
either with or prior to the next official communication. If additional correspondence from the examiner is not likely before an allowance or if other 
circumstances dictate, the Form should be mailed promptly after the interview rather than with the next official communication. 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel, etc.) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

- An indication whether an agreement was reached and if so, a description of the general nature of the agreement (may be by 
attachment of a copy of amendments or claims agreed as being allowable). Note: Agreement as to allowability is tentative and does 
not restrict further action by the examiner to the contrary. 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office action) 

It is desirable that the examiner orally remind the applicant of his or her obligation to record the substance of the interview of each case. It 
should be noted, however, that the Interview Summary Form will not normally be considered a complete and proper recordation of the interview 
unless it includes, or is supplemented by the applicant or the examiner to include, all of the applicable items required below concerning the 
substance of the interview. 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items: 

1 ) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted, 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed, 

4) an identification of the principal proposed amendments of a substantive nature discussed, unless these are already described on the 
Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, 

5) a brief identification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner, 

(The identification of arguments need not be lengthy or elaborate. A verbatim or highly detailed description of the arguments is not 
required. The identification of the arguments is sufficient if the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to the 
examiner can be understood in the context of the application file. Of course, the applicant may desire to emphasize and fully 
describe those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner.) 

6) a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed, and 

7) if appropriate, the general results or outcome of the interview unless already described in the Interview Summary Form completed by 
the examiner. 

Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant's record of the substance of an interview. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, the examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time period to correct the record. 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

If the claims are allowable for other reasons of record, the examiner should send a letter setting forth the examiner's version of the 
statement attributed te him or her. If the record is complete and accurate, the examiner should place the indication, "Interview Record OK" on the 
paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiner's initials. 
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Fliesler Meyer llp 



Intellectual Property law 

Four Embarcaocpo Center • Fourth f^oor 
3ah Fhancisco * California i 1-4156 

Telephone A \ 5 . 362 . 3 SOO 

|MTE*N5T WWW.I»dmi.,com 



CONFIDENTIAL 



TO: 



Cesar Paula 



FAX NO.: 



571-273-4128 



FROM: 



Eric N. Hoover 



RE: 
DATE: 



XERX 1041 USD 



Mav 16. 2006 



Total Pages : 10 



Original will follow by mail: No 

If you do not receive all of the pages, please call Marv Beth Stone at 415.362.3800. 



MESSAGE (if any): 



NOTICE: This facsimile is CONFIDENTIAL and may be attorney-client privileged, work product, and/or 
otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. 



This facsimile is intended only for the addressee; and those authorized by the addressee to receive it. Any use. 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this facsimile by any others is prohibited. Any others receiving this 
facsimile are requested to notify Fuesler Meter llp immediately by telephone or fax and to return the original 
facsimile to Fliesler Meyer llp. ! 
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PT0L-413A (09-04) 
Approved for use ih rough 07/31/2006. QMS 0851-0031 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMEftce 



Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form 



Application No.: 09/607,676 
Examiner: Cesar Paula 



First Named Applicant: Edwards et al, 

Art Unit: 2 1?8 Status of Application: In Final 



Tentative Participants 



(D_ 
(3). 



Eric Hoover 



^2) Cesar Paula 
(4) 



Proposed Date of Interview; Q5 / 18 /Q6 

Type of Interview Requested: 

(1) pt] Telephonic (2) [ J Personal 



Proposed Time: , 3:00 (AMy^M) 



Exhibit To Be Shown or Demonstrated: [ 1 YES 
If yes, provide brief description: 



(3) I ] Video Conference 
fXJNO 



Issues To Be Discussed 



Issues 

(Rej., Obj.,etc) 



(2) . 

(3) . 

(4) _ 



Rej. 



Claims/ 
Fig. #s 

12 
25 



Discussed 



Prior 
Art 

Dariknick 
Danknick 



Agreed 



Not Agreed 



[ ] Continuation Sheet Attached 

Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: 

Sftfi TVRA7T TteflpnriftR f-raxisTn-Ltf p<3 tiflrewifh. 



[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 



An interview was conducted on the above-identified application on . 

NOTE: This form should be completed by applicant and submitted to the examiner in advance of the interview 



(see MPBP § 713,01). 

This application M>ill not be delayed from issue because of applicant's failure to submit a written record of this 
interview. Therefore, applicant is advised to file a statement or the substance of this interview (37 CFR 1.133(b)) 
as soon a s po ssible^ / /if) 

ihcant/ Applicant's Represenfafive "Signature Examiner/SPE Signature 



Applicant/ Applii 
Eric N. Hoover 



Typed/Printed Name of Applicant or Representative 

37,355 

Registration Number, if applicable 



Thh ctfluclioo of information H required by 37 CFR 1.13 J. The iflfornuiiOn b required to obtain or retain * benefit by the public which is to Tile (and by tht 
tSPTO CO proctn) on application. Confident inlity it governed by 35 U-S-C \lt aorf 37 CFR 1 11 and 1.14. This collection H csil mated lu take 21 miauls to 
complete, including gathering, preparing, SuDmiftirt" the compiled application form to the USPTO. Time wtfi vory depending upon the individual esse. Any 
comment* on cbe »rtwunl of time ym require to complete this form] and/or iuc£c*ilorM Tor rtdocin* litis burden, should be Knt to the Chief 1 0 formation Officer. 

Patent and Trademnrk Of0<C U-S- Department of Commerce, IfX). Box 1450, AJcnindria, VA It)l3-U50- DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETER FORMS 
TO TH(S ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patenn, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 223(3-1450. 

If vou need assistance in comnlet'mp the form mil IJtOO-PTO^QIQQ nnti xolert nntinn 1 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK QFFICF 



In re Application 
lnveritor(s): Edwards, et al. 
Appl. No.: 09/607,676 
Confirm. No. 1239 
Filed: June 30. 2000 

Title: DOCUMENTS AS A METAPHOR 

FOR THE WORLD 



PATENT APPLICATION 

Art Unit: 2178 
Examiner: Cesar B. Paula 

Customer No. 2391 Q 



CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION/MAILING UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.8 
I hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the 

USPTO [total numbar of pages transmitted m ] or deposited with the United 

States Postal Service with sufficient postage as first class mall in an envelope 
addressed to: Mail Stop AF, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, on the date shown below. 



(Attorney Signature) 
Eric N. Hoover 
Reg. No. 37,365 
Signature Date; 



, May 16. 2006 



REPLY D UNDER 37 CJ=.R. §1.116 



Mail Stop AF 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Art Unit 2178 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Sir: 



This REPLY D is in response to the Office Action mailed February 21, 2006. 



Amendments 

Please amend the above-identified application as follows: 

i 

Amendments to the claims begin on Page 2. 
Remarks begin on Page 5. 



! 

-1- 

Xerox Docket No.; D/99461 , Attorney Docket No.: XERX-01041USO 

ehoover/xerx/1 041 usGY1 04 1 us0.refioD.dftc 
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In the Claims : 

Please cancel claims 1, , replace claims , and add new claims 

, all as shown below. 



1-11 (Canceled). 



12. (Canceled), 



13-24 (Canceled). 



i - 2 " 

Xerox Docket No.: D/99461 | Attorney Docket No.: XERX-01 041 U SO 
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25. (Currently Amended): A document management system for representing an 



entity as a document using a data source having associated properties and content 



information related to the entity, the system comprising: 
a bit provider configured to: 

i) identify the data source as having the associated properties 
independent of a spec ific user request associating the associated properties and the data 
source; 

ii) retrieve the content information from the identified data source: 



iiO provide the retrieved content information as at least a portion of the 

! 

document: 

i 
i 

further wherein at least one of said properties is an active property incorporating 
executabl e code that affects the behavior of the document within the document 
management system: and T h e syst e m of cln i m 1ft. further comprising: 

an application interface in communication with the bit provider, the application 
interface configured to provide the document to an application, the bit provider further 
configured to: 

iv) receive additional content information from the application via the 
application interface; and 

i 

vii) send the additional content information to the entity via a 
communications path in order to modify the document representing said entity. 

26-61 (Canceled), 
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62. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the entity is a task. 

63. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the entity is a person. 

64. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the entity is an object. 

65. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the entity is a device. 

66. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the data source is a 
document. 

67. (Currently Amended): The system of claim 25 wherein the data source is a 
device. 

i 

68. (Currently Amended): The method of claim 67 wherein the device is a phone. 

69. (Currently Amended): The method of claim 67 wherein the device is a printer. 

70. (Currently Amended): The 1 method of claim 67 wherein the device is a camera. 



4- 
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Xerox Docket No.: D/99461 . Attorney Docket No.: XERX-01 041 USO 

ehooverfxeixM 04 1usO/1 041 usQ.resoD.doc ' 



I Remarks 

i 
i 

The above Amendments and these Remarks are in reply to the Office Action mailed 
February 21 ,2006. 

Claims 12, 25 and 62-70 were pending in the Application prior to the outstanding 
Office Action. In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 12, 25 and 62-70. The 
present Response cancels claim12 and amends claims 25 and 62-70, leaving for the 
Examiner's present consideration claims 25 and 62-70. Reconsideration of the rejections 
is requested. 
The Present Invention 

Danknick deals with the fairly narrow problem of establishing a communication 
session between a work station and a printer peripheral. In contrast, the present invention 
deals with the problem of representing common entities as documents so as to extend the 
document-centric model of computing to physical and virtual entities. By bringing these 
entities into the sphere of electronic documents, existing tools and general purpose 
applications that understand and manipulate documents may be used to interact with the 
various entities. In essence, electronic documents become a metaphor for the interactive 
objects in both the virtual and the physical worlds, rather than simply a metaphor for 
physical documents. Danknick, with its more narrow focus on creating a single 
communication session, does not deliver these broader benefits. 

Thus, the present invention is directed to a much different problem than is Danknick. 
The Section 112 Rejection Made in Paragraphs Six and Seven of the Office Action Is 
Incorrect. 

i 
l 
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In paragraphs six and seven df the Office Action, the Examiner rejects claims 25 
and 62-70 under section 112, second' paragraph based on a lack of antecedent basis for 
the limitation "the bit provider in claim 25. Applicants have now merged claim 12 into 
claim 25 arguably mooting this rejection. However, the former base claim 12 did in fact 
recite the presence of "a bit provider", supplying a proper antecedent basis forthe limitation 
of "the bit provider" in claim 25. So the Examiner's rejection is incorrect. 
The Examiner's Rejection of Former 6laim 12 

niaimjr? hag been m^rg^d into the currently amended claim^^arguably mooting 
the Examiner's rejection of claim 12. However, applicants would like to make two points 
concerning the Examiner's rejection of claim 12. First, in paragraph 12 the Examiner 
points out that in applicants' arguments it is stated that the "active properties have 
executable code" whereas the claim recites the presence of an active property "having 




There is new claim language in the currently amended claim 



12 into which the limitations of former claim 12 have been merged. The new claim 
language reads: "an active property incor porating executable code". S o "incorporating" 
has replaced "having associated" in response to the Examiner's remarks. 

Second, in claim 12 the properties derive from the claimed data source. In the 
rejection the Examiner cites to an ^"applet" mentioned in column 7 of Danknick in 
conjunction with the discussion of Figure 10. However, this applet is "downloaded from the 

HTTPserver." (Col. 7, In. 16). This arrangement is different from the claimed invention. In 

i 

the claimed invention the properties derive from the data source and, in Danknick, as the 
Examiner argues, it is the SNMP agent which most nearly corresponds to the data source 
of the claim. Thus, there is a difference between the former claim 12 and Danknick 

-6- 
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because the applet is downloaded from the HTTP server, not the SNMP agent per se, 
which agent most nearly corresponds to the data source of the claim. 

The Examiner's Rejection of Claim 25 

j 

Claim 25 calls for the bit provider to "receive additional content information from the 
application via the application interface 0 . (Emphasis added). There is an inconsistency 
in the Examiner's arguments as they appear, for example, at the bottom of page six and 

the top of page seven in the Office Action. The Examiner writes as follows: The Examiner 

i 
i 

disagrees, because Danknick teaches inputting a request for a web page into an icon 
displayed on a browser, and sending the request to a copier for retrieving setting 
information from the copier over a network -receiving and sending additional information 
from the application via a communications path-* (Emphasis added). As the Examiner 
describes, in Danknick the "additional content information" (if any) comes from the copier , 
not from the application (which best corresponds to the Danknick browser and certainly 
does not correspond to the SNMP agent on the Danknick copier) as claimed in the present 
invention. As acknowledged in the Examiner's own words, then, there is an important 
difference between claim 25 and Danknick. In Danknick the browser window may be 
analogous to the claimed "application interface", but the "additional content information" (if 
any) comes from the SNMP agent on the copier (which most nearly corresponds to the 
data source of the claim), not from the ! "application" (which most nearly corresponds to the 
browser). 

Another point is that the portion of the Danknick specification cited by the Examiner 

does not actually discuss the generation of "additional content information 11 . The Danknick 

specification merely says that "the page 150 contains icons 151 which, when selected, 

i 
i 
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i 



cause administrative functions to be executed within the copier." (Col. 7, II. 18-20). The 
Danknick specification does not say'that selecting the icons causes the generation or 
transmission of "additional content information" by the copier. 

Last, in the claim 25 rejection the Examiner analogizes the SNMP agent to the "bit 
provider" whereas in the claim 12 rejection the SNMP agent is the data source, not the bit 
provider. The bit provider is plainly different from the data source; the SNMP agent cannot 
simultaneously be reasonably analogized to both the data source and the bit provider. 

In light of the above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the claims now pending in 
the subject patent application should be allowable, and a Notice of Allowance is requested. 
The Examiner is respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned if he can assist in 
any way in expediting issuance of a patent. 

Enclosed is a PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.1 36 for 
extending the time to respond up to and including today, *************** 1 2006. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any underpayment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 06-1325 for any matter in connection with this 
response, including any fee for extension of time, which may be required. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: • By: 

Eric N. Hoover 
Reg. No. 37,355 

Customer No. 23910 

FLIESLER MEYER LLP 

Four Embarcadero Center, Fourth Floor 

San Francisco, California 94111-4156 

Telephone: (415) 362-3800 
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